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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality 
of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed 
on May 28, 2008 has been entered. 

The Examiner acknowledges that claims 1 & 5 were amended, claims 15-18 & 22-25 were 
canceled, and no new claims were added. Therefore, claims 1, 2, 5-10, 14, 19-21, 26, & 27 are currently 
pending. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A put cm mm noi lie obtained ihi >ugh the in\ cniii >n is n< .1 idcnticalK discl< >scd < >r described as set forth in section 102 of 
this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter 
as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patcniabiliu shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, & 5-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nishikawa (JP 
Publication No. 2000-300729) in view of Sakamoto (U.S. Patent No. 6,315,663), further in view of Ishida 
(JP Publication No. 09-253271). [Note: Machined translations for the foreign references are of record]. 

Claims 1, 5, 9, & 10: Nishikawa discloses the invention substantially as claimed including the 

following structurally relevant elements: 

a) a variable device having a plurality of rotating reels (the kind having symbols on an outer 

peripheral surface) for varyingly displaying a plurality of symbols under the control of a central 
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processing unit or CPU (i.e. the gaming reels or drums as described in at least paragraph 0002 and 
figure 3 [drums 2]); 

b) a lottery device for executing a lottery for a pri^e pattern (interpreted as a game outcome) 
under control of the CPU (i.e. as the device disclosed by Nishikawa is a slot machine, it is implicit 
that the slot machine perform a random function to randomly select an outcome of the game using 
game symbols, said function is performed by the processor or equivalent "lottery device"); 

c) a stop control device for controlling and stopping the variable display device under the 
control of the CPU (i.e. the motor and mechanics that stops the reels or drums of the variable 
display device in accordance with the randomly selected outcome, such that game symbols on the 
reels or drums stop in accordance with said outcome); 

d) a stop control selection device for selecting a control type of the stop control device 
based on a result of the lottery under control of the CPU (i.e. the stop control device is interpreted 
as the function or processing behind controlling of the stop control device to effectively stop the 
reels or drums of the variable display device at the desired locations in accordance with the lottery); 

e) a shielding device for shielding a view of the variable display device under control of the 
CPU, the shielding device being disposed in front of the variable display device (figure 3 [liquid 
crystal panel 33 disposed in front of drums 2]); 

f) a shielding control device for controlling shielding (see at least figures 3-5, where in 
figures 4 or 5 it can clearly be seen that the shielding device is being controlled for the purpose of 
shielding various regions of the variable display device in accordance with the lottery performed 
above); 

g) a special game controller for causing a special gaming state that is advantageous to the 
player under a predetermined condition (paragraph 0015 discloses that upon obtaining a 
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predetermined pattern a bonus game may be initiated as is common and known in the gaming arts, 
where the bonus game is considered a state that is advantageous to the player), wherein the 
shielding control device controls the shielding device during the special gaming state (paragraph 
0015 further discloses use of the liquid crystal panel 33 during the bonus game); 

Xishikaw a structurally lacks disclosing a plurality of illumination devices, each of which 
illuminates the variable display device and is provided at the back of the variable display device and 
an illumination control device for controlling each of the plurality of illumination devices. It is 
noted that such elements are notoriously well known in the art as lamps, LEDs, lights or the like 
disposed behind die reel and shielding device structures to directly illuminate symbol positions of 
the game matrix. Such elements have been common place specifically within the slot machine art 
for decades. However, for the sake of avoiding mere assertions, the Examiner submits that 
Sakamoto explicitly discloses illumination devices (i.e. lamps, LEDs, or the like) used for 
illuminating a variable display device, each of which are disposed in the back of said variable 
display device (figures 2, where a lamp housing 33A is clearly shown as disposed within or behind 
the reel 32A). Sakamoto also discloses an illuminating control device for controlling the 
illumination devices (column 8, lines 36-54 & column 13, lines 10-17). Sakamoto also discloses that 
the plurality of illumination devices are disposed so as to illuminate a respective one of the 
displayed symbols and the illumination devices include a back lamp and a lamp housing containing 
the back lamp (figure 2 clearly discloses a lamp housing separated into three compartments each 
having one of the backlight or lamp devices, where the back light devices illuminate three symbols 
appearing at the position of the display window from within the back of the reel, see also column 
8, lines 35-54). There are numerous reasons why one would be motivated to modify Nishikawa 
with illumination devices disposed in the back of the reel to backlight or highlight displayed 
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symbols. First, as it is common place in the art, it would have been a mere design consideration (It 
is noted that upon Applicant's request, the Examiner can cite numerous references, such as ten, for 
example, pre-dating the Applicant's tiling that explicitly teach illumination devices in the claimed 
manner). Second, Nishikawa is directed to clearly conveying to a player a winning pattern and the 
illumination devices disclosed by Sakamoto are capable of being used to highlight symbol 
positions, thus, one would find it obvious to improve upon Nishikawa by including illumination 
devices to add more aesthetics to the representation of the winning pattern (i.e. Nishikawa uses it's 
shielding means to indicate a winning line and Sakamoto improves this appearance by adding 
backlighting to brighten die display of the winning line). And lastly, the slot machine disclosed by 
Sakamoto is analogous to that of Nishikawa (i.e. both include mechanical means for rotating reels 
in a slot machine), thus falls in the same field of endeavor and those skilled in the art would have 
found it obvious to interchange elements or features of either machine to the other. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the structural elements as discussed above for at least the reasons 
discussed above. 

The combination of Nishikawa & Yamaguchi et al. disclose the invention substantially 
structurally as claimed except for explicitly disclosing intended use or functional-type limitations of 
the claimed apparatus. 

First, as noted in the previous action, recitation with respect to the manner in which a 
claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from 
the prior art if the prior art apparatus teaches all of the structural limitations of the claim. See Ex 
parte Masham, 2 USPQ2d 1647 [Board of Patent Appeals & Interferences, 1987]. The Applicant 
argued that 35 U.S.C. 112, 6 th authorizes claiming an apparatus based on its functional limitations. 
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While, the Examiner agrees with the Applicant, it is noted that the Applicant has NOT invoked 35 
US.C. 112, 6 th paragraph. If Applicant wishes to invoke 35 U.S.C. 112, 6th paragraph, all "for" 
language must be modified to "means for". Thus, the argument the Applicant submitted with 
respect to functional language in the instant application is moot, as the claim language is not 
proper to invoke 112, 6 th paragraph and the cited language from the MPEP is specific to 35 U.S.C. 
112, 6 th paragraph. 

Nonetheless, die Examiner will address the functional language as well. The combination 
of Nishikawa & Sakamoto fail to explicitly disclose the shielding device being in either a state that a 
player can see the symbols or a state that the player cannot see the symbols in accordance with a 
stopping order by controlling the shielding device such that (1) a display area of the reel that is to 
be stopped is in the state that the player can see the symbols on the reel and (2) display areas of 
other reels that are not to be stopped are in the state that the player cannot see the symbols on 
those reels. The Examiner initially submits that such a function of the shielding device is a mere 
design consideration, however, to avoid making assertions the Examiner submits Ishida discloses a 
gaming machine in which a validation order selection means selections one of two stored stop 
orders and conducts a game in which the player is directed to stop the reels in either of the two 
orders. Depending on the selected stop order, the player is able to only stop one reel at a time and 
the reel to be stopped is indicated to the player via an indication lamp associated with the stop 
button. Thus, Ishida discloses a teaching in which multiple reels are spinning and are to be stopped 
in accordance with a randomly selected stop order table. Given the established structural elements 
of the combination of Nishikaw a & Sakamoto it would have required mere routine skill in the art 
to use the shielding device to shield those reels that are not to be stopped and make visible the reel 
that is to be stopped based on the stop order table as taught by Ishida. Again, it is noted, the only 
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missing element within Ishida for the functional limitation being addressed is that Ishida discloses 
no shielding of the reels not to be stopped, however, there is an implicit guard against being able to 
select those reels. At this point it's a mere design consideration to mask those reels that simply can 
not be stopped until their "turn" comes up based on the stop order table selected. Given the 
capability of the shielding device, the structure is present and capable to perform such a task. One 
would be motivated to modify Nishikawa with the teachings of Sakamoto and further with the 
teachings of Ishida to improve upon an older mechanical gaming machine in which it is well 
known in the art that certain skilled persons have been able to stop mechanical reels at desired 
positions, simply based on their skill of pressing stop buttons at the right time based not only on 
the reel that they're trying to stop but also what's on other reels. To avoid this type of skilled play 
(considered a form of cheating in casinos), it would have been desirable to completely mask or 
shield those reels that are not to be stopped such that players cannot skillfully stop all the reels at 
desired locations, resulting in a more secure and more random gaming machine. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Nishikawa with the teachings of Sakamoto as discussed above and further modify 
Nishikawa with shielding of reels that are not to be stopped based on a selected stop order table as 
taught by Ishida for at least the reasons discussed above. 

Claims 2, 6, & 8: The liquid crystal panel of Nishikawa is considered an electronic shutter, as the 
display is a video display or LCD and "shutters" or blocks visibility of symbols. 
Claim 7: The liquid crystal panel of Nishikawa is positioned in front of the variable display reels 
such that the panel is substantially flat and as discussed above switches between a state of 
transparency and a state of being opaque, and as each pixel can be controlled, some portions may 
be transparent while others are not, or vise versa (figures 3-5). 
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Claims 14, 19-21, 26, & 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nishikawa, Sakamoto, & Ishida, as applied to claims 1, 2, & 5-10, where applicable, further in view of 
"Applicant Admitted Prior Art" under MPEP 2129(11) & 2144.03, section C [see "Response to 
Arguments"]. 

Claims 14 & 21: The combination of Nishikawa, Sakamoto & Ishida appears to lack an explicit 
disclosure of the specifics of the illumination devices. Regardless, the Applicant appears to admit 
that such specifics are well known in the art. Thus, implementing a blinking mode to the 
combination of Xishikaw a, Sakamoto, & Ishida would have required mere routine skill in the art to 
those of ordinary skill in the art. The Applicant admits specifically that controlling the plurality of 
illumination devices to operate in different blinking modes, based on predetermined outcomes, is 
well known. Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to modify the combination of 
Nishikawa, Sakamoto, & Ishida to obtain the invention as specified in claims 14 or 21. [note: 
Official Notice changed to "Applicant Admitted Prior Art" in accordance with MPEP 2144.03, 
section C]. 

Claims 19, 20, 26, & 27: The combination of Nishikawa, Sakamoto & Ishida appears to lack an 
explicit disclosure of the symbols being printed with light transmitting ink and regions around the 
symbols being printed with light shielding ink. Regardless, the Applicant appears to admit that such 
printing is well known in the art. As the illumination devices go, they're used for backlighting reels 
for various purposes. Thus, it would be essentially required for the symbols to be printed on semi- 
transparent material with light transmitting ink and any areas that you would not want transmitting 
light to be printed with light shielding ink, such as the region around the symbol to bring attention 
to the symbol. This practice has been well known in the art as evidenced by the applicant's 
admittance to such features being well known. Therefore it would have been prima facie obvious to 
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modify the combination of Nishikawa, Sakamoto, & Ishida to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 19, 20, 26, or 27. [note: Official Notice changed to "Applicant Admitted Prior Art" in 
accordance with MPEP 2144.03, section C]. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 5-10, 14, 19-21, 26, & 27 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The Applicant appears to have acquiesced to the "Official Notice" taken in regards to claims 14-27 
(i.e. claims 14-27 of November 15, 2007). In accordance with MPEP 2144.03, section C, the Applicant is 
hereby notified that the subject matter of claims 14-27 is deemed as "Applicant Admitted Prior Art". In 
cases where the Applicant's specification, Applicant's remarks, or lack thereof indicates prior art by 
another, such prior art is considered "Applicant Admitted Prior Art". In this case, the Applicant's failure 
to traverse the Examiner's Official Notice is considered to be an admittance of prior art for at least the 
subject matter of claims 14-27. Therefore, as noted in the rejections presented above, the "Official Notice" 
of present claims 14-21, 26, & 27 has been converted to a rejection based on "Applicant Admitted Prior 
Art". 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
The Examiner has cited additional prior art directed to illumination devices disposed within reel structures. 
The Applicant is requested to review this relevant prior art. See attached "Notice of References Cited". 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Milap Shah whose telephone number is (571)272-1723. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F: 9:30AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Robert 
Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http:/ / pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Robert E Pezzuto/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 

/MBS/ 



